A checklist of North American solifugae is presented along with their type localities, location of types, known numbers of specimens of each sex collected and the biomic distribution of each species. One hundred ninety-six solifugid species have been recorded in mainland North America, mostly from the United States. Forty-eight species are known from types only. Fifty-five species are known from males only and twenty-four are known from females only. The large hot deserts, Chihuahua and Sonora, contain the majority of collected solifugid species.
privately published review of solifugid families of the world included an annotated checklist of Western Hemisphere solifugid species. Since that time there have been several publications describing new species, synonymies and group revisions of this arachnid taxon in North America (Brookhart & Muma 1981 , 1987 Vázquez 1981; Muma 1986 Muma /1987 (Muma published the same article in both years with different publishers); Muma & Brookhart 1988; Muma 1989; Brookhart & Cushing 2002 , 2004 ). Harvey's (2003) monumental publication brings up to date the taxonomic status and to some extent the general distribution of solifugids worldwide. Although he refers to Muma's system of classification, Harvey does not include the species groups as used by Muma (1951 Muma ( , 1970 Muma ( , 1989 in his work on Western Hemisphere solifugids. Harvey denotes the type locality but not the type repository. The general distribution of solifugids is given in terms of geopolitical areas, i.e. provinces, states, etc. but not in the more significant biomic realm.
In addition, a zoogeographic paper written but not published by Martin Muma shortly before his death was given to the authors. In this paper Muma attempted to identify the locality of collected, identified solifugids in terms of generally accepted biomes or smaller biotic areas. He also noted the number of specimens collected as determined by the literature and his own personal experience while examining materials from museum collections and from private collections. He attempted to enumerate species as abundant, common, uncommon or rare. We have listed the exact number known when less than 10, used ''several'' when the number is from 10-20 and ''numerous'' when more than 20 specimens of a species have been recorded. This is an attempt to clarify the fine work of Muma and Harvey and isolate the present systematic state of the Solifugae of North America as well as including zoogeographical data from the work of the late Martin Muma augmented by the subsequent work of the authors. It is hoped that this information will be of use to those involved in the studies of solifugid taxonomy, systematics, ecology and biogeography. We have cited the original publications describing the taxonomy of each species. The reader is referred to Harvey (2003) for a complete list of publications citing each species.
Twelve families of Solifugae are found worldwide, two of them in North America, the Eremobatidae and the Ammotrechidae. The Eremobatidae are divided into the subfamilies Eremobatinae and Therobatinae. At the time of Muma's 1976 publication the continental North American solfugid fauna consisted of the Eremobatinae with three genera, 44 species, and 12 unplaced species. The subfamily Therobatinae contained four genera and 46 species. The Ammotrechidae consisted of five subfamilies of which only two were found in continental North America, the Ammotrechinae and the Saronomoinae. The North American Ammotrechinae included four genera and 17 species while the Saronomoinae had but one genus with three species. We did not include those species that are considered nomen dubia.
Extensive solifugid population studies have been conducted at various locations in the United States (Muma 1963; Allred & Muma 1971; Brookhart, 1972; Muma 1974a Muma , 1974b Muma , 1976 Muma , 1979 Muma , 1980 Brookhart & Brantley 2000) mainly in the Chihuahuan Desert and the adjacent grasslands. In addition various collecting trips were undertaken by Muma and Brookhart and by Brookhart and Brookhart in essentially the same general areas. Most of these projects utilized pitfall traps. In assessing the known number of specimens, we relied on our personal collecting data, data from examination of institutional collections and information from the literature. The abundance of immatures is not reflected in this data. Immatures are difficult to identify to species and early instars are often overlooked in examination of samples.
Solifugid environments are usually regarded as xeric and include deserts, grasslands, wind, river and beach dunes. Schmoller (1970) considered them as indicative of deserts or xeric conditions. Certain of the environments are not xeric from the standpoint of macro-habitat but may be in terms of microhabitat, e.g. beach sand, montane or arboreal inhabitants. The zoogeographic indicators used in this article include two recognized hot deserts, Chihuahua and Sonora and have included the Sinaloan thornscrub of Brown (1994) ; two Cold Deserts, Mojave and Great Basin; and three arid grasslands, Interdesert grassland, Cold Dry grassland, and High Dry grassland and are based mainly on Küchler's (1985) designation. In addition, smaller biotic communities as listed by Brown (1994) and Küchler (1985) are included particularly for the state of California in the United States and also parts of Mexico.
Since most biogeographers refer to grasslands as either short grass or tall grass a brief description of the areas included is necessary. We have relied extensively on Küchler (1985) and Brown (1994) in making these distinctions. High Dry Grassland: Küchler's (1985) sagebrush steppe/wheatgrass-needle grass steppe; virtually all of Colorado east of the Rocky Mountains; part of northwest Arizona; much of the northern third of New Mexico; and the northwest corner of Texas. It also includes small western pieces of Oklahoma, Kansas and Nebraska and most of the southeastern third of Wyoming. Interdesert Grassland: The (Gama-tobosa shrub steppe) of Kü-chler (1985) (Brookhart & Muma 1987) Arenotherus tuttlei Brookhart & Muma 1987 (Roewer 1934) : Muma, 1951 (misidentification, see Eremocosta gigasellus (Muma 1951 Muma, 1970:6 and Muma 1976:14) (BMNH, No. 1952 
Eremorhax tuttlei

Eremobates aztectus group
Eremobates aztecus Pocock 1902
Eremobates aztecus Pocock 1902:60. Type material.-Male holotype and female allotype from Guanajuato, Mexico (BMNH).
Recorded specimens.-Two males and females.
Distribution.-Mexico: Guanajuato. Biotic community: Sinaloan Thornscrub.
Eremobates lapazi group
Eremobates lapazi Muma 1986
Eremobates lapazi Muma 1986:9.
Type material.-Male holotype and female allotype from 16.2 km NW of La Paz, Baja California, Mexico (CAS).
Recorded specimens.-Two males and one female.
Distribution.-Mexico: Baja California Sur. Biome: Sonoran Desert.
Eremobates pallipes group
Eremobates arizonicus (Roewer 1934) 
Eremobates dentilis Brookhart & Muma 1981
Eremobates dentilis Brookhart & Muma 1981 
Eremobates durangonus Roewer 1934
Eremobates durangonus Roewer 1934:557. Type material.-Two female syntypes from Durango, Mexico cannot be located and must be presumed lost (Muma 1970 Type material.-Galeodes pallipes: Location of the female type from Denver, Colorado, USA is unknown. Fichter (1940) established the identity of the species but did not select a neotype. Say's specimens cannot be located in North American (Muma, 1951) or European (Muma 1970 ) type depositories and are presumed lost. Brookhart and Muma (1981) Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates ajoanus Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates bajadae Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates bajadae Muma & Brookhart, 1988 Eremobates bixleri Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates bixleri Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates kiseri Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates kiseri Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates leechi Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates leechi Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates nivis Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates nivis Muma & Brookhart 1988 Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates norrisi Muma & Brookhart 1988 Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates polhemusi Muma & Brookhart 1988: 18. Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates pyriflora Muma & Brookhart 1988 Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates scopulatellus Muma & Brookhart 1988:40. Type material. Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates spissus Muma & Brookhart 1988 Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates texanus Muma & Brookhart 1988 
Eremobates ajoanus
Eremobates norrisi
Eremobates polhemusi
Eremobates pyriflora
Eremobates scopulatellus
Eremobates spissus
Eremobates texanus
Eremobates villosus Muma 1951
Eremobates purpusi (Roewer) Muma & Brookhart 1988 Eremobates williamsi Muma & Brookhart 1988 
Eremobates williamsi
Eremochelis bilobatus group
Eremochelis acrilobatus (Muma 1962) 
Eremochelis imperalis group
Eremochelis imperialis (Muma 1951) 
Eremochelis striodorsalis group
Eremochelis striodorsalis (Muma 1962) 
DISCUSSION
With this checklist the North American Eremobatinae has been reduced to five genera including Harvey's (2002 Harvey's ( , 2003 reconstruction of the genera Eremorhax and Eremocosta. There has been the addition of 60 new species bringing the number to 104 species (Table  1) . The number of Therobatinae genera has been reduced to three as a result of Muma's (1970) synonymy of Therobates with Eremochelis. The species number is 70, an increase of 21 species (Table 2) . The Ammotrechinae have four genera and 22 species, an addition of only three new species over 40 years which is not surprising considering the lack of investigative work and the subtropical distribution of this group (Table 3) . Fifty-six species are known from the type only and many from only one sex. Muma (pers. comm.) realized that the classification system used with the ammotrechids was cumbersome and faulty, and Harvey (2003) exhorts someone to begin a complete overhaul of the entire system started by Roewer and refined by Muma (1951) . Because most of the data has come as the result of pitfall trapping in a limited number of areas, caution should be used in basing too many conclusions about the abundance and distribution of solifugids. Since solifugids are for the most part nocturnal and rarely collected, their distribution is sketchy and for the most part skewed towards those communities where some long term collections have taken place (Allred & Muma 1971; Muma 1974a Muma , 1974b Brookhart & Brantley 2000) .
It is likely that collection of more specimens from specific type localities will lead to combining one or more of the putative species. The authors have found that a species known from only one or two specimens is often valid (Brookhart & Cushing 2002) . Readers are referred to Scharff et al. (2003) for the discussion of ''singletons' '. This is the first specific attempt to organize solifugids in terms of biogeographic distribution. A few generalizations can be made. At the generic and specific levels it should be pointed out that although certain genera and species are found in two or more deserts or grasslands, others are confined to only one desert or grassland. The four major recognized deserts of North America support a large, more diversified solifugid fauna than the adjacent arid grasslands (Table 4) . Although each supports a distinctive solifugid fauna, there are some species that are found in several biomes. This may indicate a greater ability to occupy a variety of niches but more likely it indicates that these identified species are really more than one and further investigation is warranted. Recent studies indicate that most species of solifugids occupy a more narrow geographical range than previously thought (Brookhart & Brantley 2000; Brookhart & Cushing 2004) . Members of species groups appear to be allopatric, with only the E. palpisetulosus group showing much sympatry (Brookhart & Muma 1981 , 1987 Muma & Brookhart 1988; Brookhart & Cushing 2004) .
The Sonoran Desert supports the greater number of genera (11) and species (82) despite the fact that it is the hottest and driest and has been subject to the least long term investigation. The Chihuahuan has only 8 genera and 32 species even though it has been the subject of most of the long term studies used in this paper. As expected, the cold deserts have the fewest solifugids. The Mohave Desert is inhabited by 4 genera, 28 species and Great Basin Desert has 7 genera and 18 species (Table 4) . Seven genera and 63 species are found in Mexico and two genera and three described and one undescribed species are found in Canada.
Five genera (Chanbria, Horribates, Eremothera, Therobates, Ammotrecha) have not been collected in great numbers. Chanbria has been collected in dune areas only. Until more long term research studies such as Sevilleta LTER (Brookhart & Brantley 2000) are conducted from several widely dispersed areas conclusions as to solfugid distribution will be sketchy.
